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REMARKS 

Claims 1-20 remain pending in the present application as amended. Independent 
claims 1 and 16 have been amended to clarify the subject matter recited therein. Claims 21- 
25 have been canceled. No claims have been added. Applicants respectfully submit that no 
new matter has been added to the application by the Amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. SS 102 and 103 

Claims 1-8, 10, 15-18, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 as being anticipated 
by Ozer et al. (U.S. Patent Pub. No. 2003/01 10171), and under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being 
obvious over Hamilton (U.S. Patent No. 7,068,724). Applicants respectfully traverse the 
Section 102 and 103 rejections insofar as they may be applied to the claims as amended. 

Applicants have amended independent claims 1 and 16 in an effort to emphasize that 
the archived material is initially provided in a first form with a requested text item and a first 
non-requested text or non-text item, and that the archived material is thereafter modified to be 
in second form with the requested text item and a second non-requested text or non-text item. 
As should be appreciated, the archived material is in the nature of an electronic version of a 
magazine article, where the article was initially published along with a first advertisement in 
the first form. After the passage of time, however, the first advertisement may have become 
stale, perhaps by referencing a past event or a product that is no longer being sold. 

If the article is requested by a reader or the like in an archival form at some later date, 
perhaps several years in the future, the publisher of the article likely would not wish to re- 
publish the stale advertisement, and would appreciate the opportunity to generate revenue by 
publishing a new, second advertisement. Accordingly, the publisher retrieves the archived 
article in the first form and modifies it to be in a second form by removing the first (older) 
advertisement and replacing same with the new, second advertisement. 

In particular, independent claim 1 as amended now recites a method for providing an 
archived material. In the method, a first instance of the archived material is retrieved, where 
the first instance has a plurality of items including at least one requested text item and at least 
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one accompanying, non-requested text or non-text item organized into a formatted text 
document. It is determined that the at least one accompanying, non-requested item is 
substitutable, and based thereon a new text or non-text item is selected according to at least 
one rule. In particular, the at least one rule selects the new item based on a geographical 
location associated with a requestor of the archived material. With the selected new item, 
then, a second instance of the archived material is generated by replacing the at least one 
substitutable item in the first instance with the new item. The generated second instance is 
then delivered to a requestor of the archived material. 

Independent claim 16 recites subject matter similar to that of claim 1, albeit in the 
form of a system. Here too, an instance comprises a plurality of items organized into a 
formatted text document and comprises at least one requested item comprising text and at 
least one image and at least one accompanying, non-requested text or non-text item, and the 
at least one non-requested item is replaced with another text or non-text item prior to delivery 
to a requestor of the archived material. 

The Ozer reference discloses delivering targeted advertisements to individual 
recipients, where each recipient is at a television or other video-type receiver. Accordingly, 
the targeted advertisements are commercials or the like that are interspersed with video-type 
programming, or may be banner advertisements that may be displayed along with such video- 
type programming, as the Examiner has pointed out. Notably, however, the video-type 
programming is not a requested text item organized into a formatted text document, as is 
recited in claims 1 and 16. Moreover, inasmuch as the advertisements are delivered to a 
receiver of the recipient in separate streams of content and are then combined as necessary by 
the receiver (See paragraph 0022), the Ozer reference does not disclose substituting one 
accompanying, non-requested text or non-text item with another text or non-text item to 
generate a second instance of the archived material which is then delivered to the requestor, 
as is also recited in claims 1 and 16. 

Applicants note here with regard to the Ozer reference and claim 1 6 that the Examiner 

admits that the Ozer reference fails to disclose that the Ozer requested item comprises text 

and at least one image, as claim 16 recites. Nevertheless, the Examiner argues that such a 
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feature is well-known. Applicants respectfully point out that the Ozer reference is employed 
to reject the claims under Section 102 and not Section 103, and that Section 102 requires that 
the cited Ozer reference disclose each and every recited feature of the rejected claim 16. 
Accordingly, that which might be well-known is irrelevant to a Section 102 rejection if not 
explicitly disclosed in the reference that is the basis for the Section 102 rejection. Instead, the 
Examiner's admission shows that the Ozer reference does not disclose a particular feature of 
claim 16, and as a result cannot be applied to anticipate claim 16 or any claims depending 
therefrom under Section 102. 

Accordingly, for all of the above reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that the cited 
Ozer reference does not disclose each and every feature recited in claims 1 and 16. Thus, 
Applicants respectfully submit that the Ozer reference cannot be applied to anticipate claims 
1 or 16 or any claims depending therefrom, including claims 2-8, 10, 15, 17, 18, and 20. As a 
result, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the Section 102 
rejection. 

Like the Ozer reference, the Hamilton reference also discloses delivering 
advertisements to recipients. In the Hamilton reference, however, the advertisements are 4 ad 
avails' that are substituted for other advertisements mid- stream. Thus, it may be the case that 
a national broadcast of a video program has national commercials, but that a cable television 
provider receiving and forwarding the stream to a plurality of cable subscribers wishes to 
substitute local commercials for the national commercials prior to such forwarding. 
Nevertheless, and as with the Ozer reference, the Hamilton video program is not a requested 
text item organized into a formatted text document, as is recited in claims 1 and 16. 
Moreover, inasmuch as the Hamilton reference is directed to video substitution in a broadcast 
signal, such Hamilton reference does not suggest or even hint at such a requested text item 
that is organized into a formatted text document, as is recited in claims 1 and 16. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the cited Hamilton reference does 

not disclose or even suggest each and every feature recited in claims 1 and 16. Thus, 

Applicants respectfully submit that the Hamilton reference cannot be applied to make 

obvious claims 1 or 16 or any claims depending therefrom, including claims 2-8, 10, 15, 17, 
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18, and 20. As a result, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
Section 103 rejection based on the Hamilton reference. 

The Examiner has also rejected various of the dependent claims under Section 103 as 
being obvious over the Hamilton reference in view of Dutta, Austin, or Stefik. Applicants 
respectfully traverse these additional Section 103 rejections insofar as they may be applied to 
the claims as amended. 

Applicants respectfully submit that inasmuch as claims 1 and 1 6 have been shown to 
be unanticipated and non-obvious, then so too must all claims depending therefrom be 
unanticipated and non-obvious, at least by their dependencies. Thus, the combination of the 
Hamilton reference with any one of the other references cannot be applied to make obvious 
any of the dependent claims. As a result, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the additional Section 103 rejections. 
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In view of the foregoing Amendment and Remarks, Applicant respectfully submits 
that the present application including claims 1-20 is in condition for allowance and such 
action is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully Submitted, 



Date: March 25, 2008 /Joseph F. Oriti/ 

Joseph F. Oriti 
Registration No. 47,835 

Woodcock Washburn LLP 
Cira Centre 

2929 Arch Street, 12th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19104-2891 
Telephone: (215) 568-3100 
Facsimile: (215) 568-3439 
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